Sea Island Marine Engineering, Inc. 



24 Escamacu Circle 

St. Helena Island, SC 29920 



Naval Architecture & Marine Engineering 



Phone (843)441-2000 
roger@sime.us 



Ms. Mindy Fleisher 

Chief of Staff, Office of the Commissioner for Patents 
P.O. Box 1450 

Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 



Re: 10/679,534 Challenge to Notice of Abandonment for patent 



Dear Ms. Fleisher: 

I have not received a response from my last letter to you dated August 1, 2006. In that letter I 
challenged the Patent Offices statement that the patent claims were not modified to include status 
identifiers and that the claims were not provided on a separate sheet of paper. I also attached a 
copy of the response that was submitted which does have the claims with identifies included on a 
separate sheet of paper. 

It is incredulous to me that I can't get a simple answer from the Patent Office as to why this is 
wrong. In my response dated November 16, 2005 the claims are provided on a separate sheet 
with identifies adjacent to each claim labeled "Original", "New", or "Currently Amended". 
Immediately preceding that, I listed the original claims along with a response to the patent 
examiners suggestion that claim 12 be rewritten as being independent. Is it possible that no one 
has looked at the last 3 pages of the document to see the claims with identifiers added? Please 
find the attached copy of my response submitted to the USPTO on November 16, 2005 and note 
the last 3 pages as mentioned. I believe this is the critical response which was filed within the 
appropriate time frame. If the claims and identifiers are incorrect I simply ask that you explain 
why. 

Ms. Fleisher I am writing you because Commissioner Doll asked you to respond to me. Please 
understand that I founded a business based around this patent so this is a very passionate issue 
for me. I am asking for your help because I believe the Patent Office has made an error. 



September 1, 2006 



Roger Guerard, President 
Sea Island Marine Engineering, Inc. 
24 Escamacu Circle 
Saint Helena Island, SC 29920 



Sincerely. 
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Commissioner for Patents 

P.O. Box 1450 

Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

November 16, 2005 

Re: 10/679,534 clarification response and 1 month extension fee 



To whom it may concern: 

Subsequent to my conversation today, 1 1/16/2005, with examiner Mr. Lars Olson, I have 
attached check for $60.00 as payment for a one month filing extension. This patent is being filed 
in my personal name as an individual / small entity. Mr. Olson referred me to the USPTO web 
site to determine the fee amount. I have included the section I located on the USPTO web site: 

(a) Extension fees pursuant to § 1.136(a): 
(1) For reply within first month: 
By a small entity (§ 1.27(a)) $60.00 

I am late in responding due to business travel related to the hurricanes in New Orleans, LA and 
Orange, TX. I lived in both locations and worked as a project manager for several offshore oil 
rigs in the Gulf of Mexico. My former employer requested I travel to Houston, TX. I was 
traveling for several weeks and am only now getting up to date. My company is a one man 
operation and I was traveling when the USPTO letter arrived. I do apologize for the delay. 

The mailing date typed on the notice of non compliance is 09/19/2005. Mr. Olson stated that a 
one month extension was sufficient provided this response was mailed prior to 1 1/19/2005. 

Attached is the original clarification filed on May 5, 2005 with and an amendment to include the 
patent claims on a separate sheet. The claims are identified as being original and currently 
amended as required. 

Thank you, 



Roger Guerard, Naval Architect 
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Re: 10/679,534 original clarification response with separate claims added as per 
USPTO correspondence dated 9/19/2005. One month extension fee included. 

Originally submitted May 5, 2005 
Re-Submitted November 16, 2005 

Dear Mr. Olson: 

Thank you very much for your evaluation. After thoroughly reviewing the comparison between 
the Hybrid Wing-in-Ground Effect Vee Hull and the Modified Tunnel Hull Boat patented by 
Fehn, patent # 4,091,761 on May 30, 1977 1 am confident there is not a conflict. The two patents 
are distinctly different and the claims as provided in the last correspondence remain unique, as 
shall be shown in the detailed response below: 

Patent Examiners Claim Rejections: 

Claims 1-11 and 13-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated 
by Fehn (US 4,091,761) 

Fehn discloses the same hull as claimed, as shown in Figures 1-14, that is 
comprised of a central hull with a buoyant section and a deep vee bow section 
with a step, as shown in figures 1-3, and buoyant outboard chines, defined as 
Parts 20 and 21, that extend below said hull as shown in figures 5-9 and provide 
a means for trapping air and water to provide lift to said hull, as described in 
lines 27-39 of column L 

Response: 

The Fehn hull does not have a deep vee bow. Fehn describes his hull as "A modified tunnel hull 
boat in which there are two downwardly extending sponsons defining a tunnel between their 
walls, the boat having a center rib projecting downwardly from the bottom of the boat into the 
tunnel and having a lower wall which acts as a planning surface." Fehn discloses two sponsons 
originating in the bow of the boat which, by definition, precludes the Fehn hull from being a 
deep vee. The sponsons Fehn describes are fully developed hulls like a catamaran. The addition 
of the "center rib" in the Fehn hull makes it a modified trimaran. The bow of Fehn's hull has 
three distinct fully developed hull sections. Also, Fehn describes the center section of his hull as 
providing a planning surface. A deep vee bow does not provide a planning surface. A deep vee 
bow is used to cut through waves and give a gentle motion, not to provide lift to the hull. The 
Fehn hull has a center section which has a flat bottom for planning that would pound in a seaway 
which is completely contrary to a deep vee hull section. 

To illustrate the difference between the deep vee bow from the wing in ground effect hull in this 
patent versus the trimaran hull of the Fehn patent a comparison is presented below. The Fehn 
section is taken from Figure 4 of patent # 4,091,761 . Both sections are -20% aft of the bow of 
each boat. 
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Fetan Hull Bow Section US 4,091,761 




Guerard Hull Bow Section 



Note that the Fehn bow shows three distinct hull sections in the water which makes it a trimaran. 
By contrast the Guerard hull has only one hull with a single pronounced V shape in contact with 
the water, commonly know as a deep vee section. It is also clear that the chines are not 
developed in the Guerard hull but are instead an integral part of one central hull. The deep vee 
section connects directly to the chine on the Guerard hull. 
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Patent Examiners Claim Rejections Continued: 

Claims 1-11 and 13-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated 
by Fehn (US 4,09 1J61) 

Said outboard chines originate above a waterline of said hull as shown in figure 
1, and ultimately extend below said waterline as said chines extend aft, as shown 
in Figures 5-9, where said chines become significantly wider as they extend aft. 

Response: 

The sponsons of the Fehn hull are folly developed separate entities from the center hull and 
could never be considered a chine. It is interesting to see that Mr. Fehn referenced publications 
with "Tri-Tunnel Hull Design" so he was very much aware that his hull design was a trimaran. 
As shown in the Guerard Hull Bow Section the outboard chines are integral with the deep vee 
hull. Reviewing the hull profile Figure 1 from the Fehn patent and comparing it with the present 
invention by Guerard we can see distinct differences between the two hulls. 




Guerard Hull Profile Section 

The present invention utilizes the centerline deep vee for buoyancy and interior accommodation 
forward. The Fehn boat does not have a deep vee section and utilizes the outboard sponsons for 
buoyancy over its entire length. The chines of the present invention could be considered similar 
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to sponsons in the aft most sections but not in the forward sections. The two boats are clearly 
distinct and one could not be an inspiration the other. Nor is it possible to conclude that a 
marriage of any two existing patents could be intuitively combined to create the present 
invention. 

Fehn states in lines 36-40 

Sponsons 20 and 21 have substantially vertical inner walls 22 and 23, 
respectively, and outer walls that approach the inner walls so that the lower 
surface of sponsons 20 and 21 is narrow and provides little planning effect 

Fehn's disclosure in lines 36-40 stand in stark contrast to the present invention where the 
outboard chines are wide in the aft sections and are designed to enhance planning. The outboard 
chines in the Guerard hull are designed to have a wide flat bottom surface aft suitable for 
accommodating a jet drive. It is critical to have undisturbed flow of water into the water jet. 
The sharp Vee shape of the sponsons in the Fehn patent make the Fehn hull unsuitable for use 
with water jets. 

Patent Examiners Claim Rejections Continued: 

A space between said chines, as shown in Figure 2, becomes progressively 
narrower as said chines extend aft in order to create a venture effect beneath said 
hull, as described in lines 36-47 of column 2. Said outboard chines also provide 
transverse and longitudinal stability. 

Fehn states in lines 40-47 

As will be pointed out, these inner walls converge towards each other to produce a pair 
of venture throats. Basically, despite their convergence, however, they at all times extend 
basically vertical with respect to the shear plane 24 of the boat, defined by the top of the 
gunwales 1 7 and 19. The spaced walls 22 and 23 form a tunnel and to this extent, the 
boat is a tunnel hull 

Response: 

Fehn describes "a pair of venturi throats" as being created by the hull. This is because the Fehn 
hull is a trimaran having three distinct hulls creating two Venturis between the three hulls. The 
hull in the present invention has creates only one venture by trapping air and water between the 
two outboard chines. The uniqueness of the present invention is further reinforced by the Fehn 
disclosure. 

The following page shows an excerpt including a plan view, Figure 2, of the bottom hull from 
the Fehn patent. Note the three hull sections and two venturi sections between the hulls. Also 
note item 38, the narrowing section for the Venturis, and items 23 and 24 which widen the two 
Venturis after they have narrowed. 



